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tir. John U. Davis 
20 Easl: 10 St., 

New York, H.Y. 10003 

» 

Dear Ur. Da via , 

Your letter oi the 19th and the enclosed changed xerox of page 414 are not 
acceptable and I do not accept then. They also do not respond to my other com]juint, 
other language that I asked McGraw-Hill to eliminate in all further printings. 

Wjiat I asked of your editor is that both passages just be removed. The second 
ad^s to the defamation and makes me part of it. 

as I thought about why you would not just do as I asked an explanation became 
apparent, First you wefe using mo to give credibility to your theory and now you 
consider that it still requires buttressing. I won't be any part of it and because there 
are all tiiose copies already distributed the only way not to compound the damage you have 

done me is to just eliminate what you do not like being called lies so 1*11 just soy 

are fabrication* because there can be no real question about that. 

Because X am sending copies for those to whom you sent copies I'll explain. 

Vasserman was never in touch with mo. I got in touch with him for my own reasons. 
I've asked ttd.ce for the return of Copies of tliose letters because the woman you had working 

here either misfiled them or by accident sent then to you. You do have this alight 

communication you inflate by the way you put it and continue to misrepresent. Ho was 
never here. He asked notliing of me. He sent nobody here. He had no interest at all in 
what HHCa 3aid about Marcello and to the best of my recollection, it was my own idea to 
send him the additional copies of records, few inVnurober altogether, lie made no use at 
all "of the FBI files" that wore not "released to the public ns a result of "Sy FOIA 
activity and it was not a "request" it was more than a costly and time-consuming decade 
of litigation* Some of what wqs disclosed to me also placed in the FBI's public 

reading room, not all, but copies were not distributed wholesale ef "to the public." 

People have to go there to be able to see some of wliat was disclosed to me. 

iliere was notliing in tho brief exhhange with Vasserman, on my initiative, not his, 
that can in any way justify what you say, his "attempt to retrieve every FBI document 
that could relate to the possibility of hisplient's having been involved in the assassi- 
nation." its you know, had thi3 been the case, he could have sent someone here or asked me 
to do as i did for you, get someone to do the searching and copying. you also know, 
he did not* 

However, they were NOT "put at the disposal of Carlos Marcello's attorney." They 
would have been but he dicing ask it. *n context, liowever, all of this defames me. More 
so when you also thank me for a "formal" interview wlien there was nothing tiiat could fairly 
be described asi an interview and you never asked me for an interview or told me that you 
regarded asking me questions in consultation as an interview. The combination is more 
defamatory and it just is not true, in part or in all. You spell my name correctly, and 
that i3 about it* 

^yeo, that business about " through iout^ the summer and fall." Where in the world 
did you get that? TJjis is not a fabrication? More so when elsewhere you describe this 
prostigeous immigration lawyer as the mafia guy's "top" lawyer. 

^11^ of this is h/irdly only "unclear language," your characterization in your letter 
of the 12< You ju.^t made it all up in un effort to give 3 ibstance to your theory and to 
misuse it in your book. 

I know what heavy corresponuence is and ± know the demands of appeurunces. I doubt 
you did either us intensively a3 I but if at the cost of sleep I never neglected letters 
li^ie you luive and given the chiiracter of what you did Jo me I do not regard being busy 
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as an excuse. <md now you say of the lunguage I refer to above that it is all just a 
"misunderstanding." ivntl that "forage"- Washerman spending most of a summer and fall 
"foraging" through my files when he was never here - that was only ^ 

"unclear language." Unclear hell! You just made it up! imd now you persist in it, 
slightly modified. 

fuul noch's opinion on this is immaterial and valueless, believed you when 
you fabricated. 1'hus, in your own words, or your quotation of his, he believed that 
all of this happened and that it "is simply tliat Vasserman and Marcello wefe concerned 
about liSCa and its findings." So interested they were never here. I never had any 
contact of any kind with iA arcello. 

£ know tliat authors get only so many freebees and I've had to buy enough my- 
self because of tliat. But I wasn*t cheap and I did. I did not buy yours when it came 
out because I wasn' t really interested in it. I wrote you when x began to hear of its 
content and by then I was also angry. I spent many unpaid hours trying to help you 
even though, as you knew, I disagreed entirely with what you were writing. I did m/ilm 
arrangements for you to have unsupervised access and copies of wiiatever you wonted. I 
don't know what you got after the first few times when I had to spend tiro© with amy 

and x pluced no limitation of any kind. V/hen I an 76 and in impaired health and limited 

in what 1 am able to ao and can t find tine to do what I want to do, this was not an 

inconsiderable amoilft of time you got from me, not to say the other tilings that also were 

tree. So, framfLy, having been tlirough tlioso long hours and many letters and apjiearances , 

I think it is self— im]?rtance and cheapness. <md uliat you could bring yoursolf to make 
up and publish after tliat - what kind of man are you, to have done that then and 
persist in it still? 

_ You've got a fiction you palmed off aoia as nonfiction and tills fabrication 
irrSevolviiig me and defraying me is one of the me ns by uhich you pretended it was not 
fiction. *ou simply made up tliis nonexisting Wa3serman great interest to "retrieve every 
- document tliat could relate to t_« possibility of his client's having been involved in 
thp assassination" when he liadnYt asked for a single thing of me and now, with so 
little tangible to support your fiction, you cling tp this fabrication which strongly 
supports it but isn't so. You have so little you doii^t want to take this out. Itkll, none 
of it is true and it has defamed me and will defume me* more if you do not take it out, 
injdts sitirety. along with what makes me part of it, that untruth about that nonexist- 
ing"forual? interview tliat is not oven listed in your lists of interviews. I wunt them 

both out. The re3t of your book I don't care about, tliat it your affair. 

Of course I was offended. Now you insult my intelligence on top of it. In your 
second paragraph you say, '-I stated that in 1 l /79 '^ack Wassorman foraged in Hr. 

Weisberg's files'" but " did not intend to give the impression that A,i r. Vasserman was 
physically present in your basement searching through your FBI file." Hov^f in the hell 

was he going to do it then? By some magic or remote control? Especially when what you 

actually said and omit from your quotation of yourself is tliat "throughout the summer and 
fall" he "foriiged 11 in them. 

&.lde from the fact that this is not in that minuscule correspondence, why did you 
say of it "that I examined" if you intended no hurt? What do you imply by tliat? Not that 
you had 3jQe acces to everything here. Bather doe3 it suggest that it was some big secret, 
nasty stuff that you next say it was. 

1 had complained only about what v6u$ said about me but as I look at this page 
now you have nothing else to support what is above it on that page, after the opaceing. 

What else is there that is the "solid evidence" you refer to that proves what you next 
say and isn't true, tliat "Wasserman immediately set abou- obtaining the available files 
on the Kennedy assassination. . ..." (And, I repeat, h£ did no± siich thing, as the correspon- 
dence you have makes clear. I first wrote* to him. lie never approached me or asked tliis of me.). 
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I ora your so-called "solid ev/idonce," Jothi g else and nobody else. 

It is not "unclear language#" It is deliberate and you knew it was not true 
and you certainly knew it wasn't true when you finally wrote me and now with your still 
wrong and unacceptable proposed change in foreign and paperback reprints# 

All, of this is bad enough hut when ydu know my condition and circumstances, 
know that an it shows I citnrft even sit directly in front of the t. pewriter but must 
keep my legs elevated when I type you add this to it/ 

Whut was shameful yo t m/iku more shameful. What wa,s indeennt you make more 
indecent# 

I repeat, what you propose wonSt do it. I want all of what I go into above out of 
any other printings or uses of any kind. Considering what you have done 1 believe this 
is quite modest and more than fair. 

I look forward to getting this assurance from you and ask ^addition that if 
you replace it with anytliing else even rendtely suggesting me that you get my approval 
in advance. I see no reason why you need involve me in any way in any replacement, 
what you say just isn't true and there is no way you can make it true# 

*»nd I ask again for copies of tjjat corrspondence. It is only a few pages# 





Harold Woiaberg 



F.B. In surprised that it never occur&d to anyone connected with tho publishing 
that if this had boen true in uny degree, all Washerman lind to do was bu$ the entire 
s :t of records from the FBI. They doft't cast that much and Harcelloaf is hardly a poor marnf. 



